448	INFANCY AND MENTAL DISORDER
In one case1 the wife of a man resident and domiciled in Eng-
land took the infant children of the marriage to the United
States and kept them there against the wishes of her husband.
The children were then made wards of court2 and an injunction
was granted at the instance of the husband to restrain the wife
from keeping them out of England. The issues that arose
upon an appeal from this order were succinctly disposed of by
Romer LJ. in the following words:
'It is plain that this court has jurisdiction to order a person in this
country to perform an act abroad; but it is said that this court has no
jurisdiction to make an order requiring a person resident abroad to do
an act there. Notwithstanding the strenuous argument of Mr. Archer
it appears to me that his proposition is wholly untenable. The moment
a person is properly served under the provisions of Order xi3 that person,
so far as the jurisdiction of this court is concerned, is precisely in the
same position as a person who is in this country. It is said, however, that
even if there was jurisdiction to make the order appealed from it should
not have been made as it is not for the benefit of the children. I agree
that the benefit of the children is the first consideration of the court. In
my opinion the children of British parents who are wards of court
should not, in the absence of special circumstances, be permanently resi-
dent abroad, and it is plainly right and for the benefit of the children in
the present case that they should be brought to this country. Even so
it has been contended that this order can never be enforced against Mrs.
Liddell if she chooses to disobey it. ... It is not the habit of this court
in considering whether or not it will make an order to contemplate the
possibility that it will not be obeyed.'
(\) 'Jurisdiction of the Court to appoint a puardian. An infant
Present in England is within the Queens allegiance. He is
court to entitled to the special protection owed by the Queen as parent*
$atr*iae to *nfants and entitled to the protection of the royal
courts. The English court, therefore, possesses jurisdiction to
appoint a guardian or to make an order as to custody, not only
where the infant is a British subject* but also where, though an
alien, he is domiciled or merely resident in England, s Thus an
infant German, whofce parents were believed to be in an Italian
concentration camp, was brought to this country and placed
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